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~ H E M A K  AREA COALITION I N C .  DBA 

titipens Concerned +)bad #nnexalim 
PO Box I 7 I 5  HOMER, AK 99603 

June 14,2001 

Local ’Boundary Commission 
550 West 7th Avenue, Suite 1770 
Anchorage, AK B502 

Dear Commissioners; 

CCAA would like to commcnt oti your proposed changes to the regulations concerning boundary changes. 

With tho notable exception of section .425, the proposed changes will have the effect of rcducing public 
input. Boundary changes are not solely a conmrn of the various levels of govcmment involved, they dm 
are a sippificant concern of the people affected. You should be encouraging and assisting their involvement 
in the process, not Wowing up roadblocks. 

These standards are written to pmvide maximum flexibility for you to decide anything you want. This is 
wrong; it violates the very foundation of democracy for a s d l  handful of appointees to malce decisions 
about local gavernment without the consent of the governed. The standards need to be changed to protect 
individual rights and the rights of property owners, especially for anxtemtims. 

For seetiom .034, ,065, ,135, .I  95, “BEST IWRESTS OF STATE”, we are concerned about how you 
define ‘‘state”. Is it the best interests of tho state government? That would be SQcialism at it’s worst, and is 
not to be tolerated. Is the “mtc’’ the people d t h e  state? If so, the stEtllQrds need to reflect a concern for 
what people waut, not what someone else thinks they need, The people themselves ate in the best position 
to &&mine what is best for them, which i s  why a vote is necessary for any and all boundary changes. 
Under relevant factors, (1) “self-govemmt” c8n only be obtained when the governed give their consent- 
Any governmeat imposed without consent is tymny, and local tyranny is often the worst. Factof (2) was 
h a d e d  to eliminate overlapping taxing jurisdictions, it means few layers of locat government Luniting the 
number of overall units that can exist side-by-side is in direct conflict witb the desire to be as local as 
possible. Factom (3) and (4) imply that the state’s interest in Iocd govement boundaries has mleIy to do 
with it’s budget, and that thew decisions will be based on what’s best for the government instead of what’s 
best for the people. This  is absolutely the wrong way around! 

In section .040, (a) it would seem logid to consider the degree of urbmization when deciding the need for 
city govemmmt, “anticipated conditions” is petty vague? Even worse is #6, which wouId seem to justify 
Anchol.age’s annexing the entire state. This can be read as “reasonably expected to receive indirect bedits  
from living near a city’’. That covers everyone who lives within driving distance of any city! What is not 
being taken into account is the benefits a city receives from having people live within driving distance. It’s a 
two-way street, witb the outdwellers spending money in the city, and in many cases paying sales takes. The 
outsiders often do volunteer work in the city, or work for the city. And they do not demand a lot of services 
in return, Once the people outside the city limits decide they are ready for full city services, they are likely 
to be ready to agree to bc annexed in exchange for the services. 

The changes to section .140 are terrible! It would be Mer to leave this one alone, drhough there is room 
for improvement. Leplslative Review is a method that should be reserved for me cimupstanm, if dowed 
at all, not used routinely. It is only suitable if there i s  no way to hold a vote AND serious harm will r e d t  if 
the annexation does not take place. Peopk have a right to decide for themselves when they are ready for 
City govement. Number 8 io particular basically gives you carte blanche to come up with any old excuse 
b allow a city to trample: on people’s basic rights and fmdoms, we am adamantly opposed to this!! 

For part (4) d ,150, we would like to see this be a separate vote. Certainly the citizens of the annexing city 
deserve a say as well, maps timy should vote befm a petition could be submitted. But if d y  a few 
people are being annexed their vote gets swallowed up by the city residents’ votes, which is not fair. 
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Section .425 is a good idea, we wish it had bem in p I w  before Homer starred tbeir amexation attempt. It 
does need to have some way of requiring the city to take public comments intb account when finalizing 
their petition. Otherwise a city could go through the motions and still t d y  ignore public opinion. 

Section ,480, (a) seems to disallow ad-hoc citizens groups, If you want peopIt to band together and submit 
one responsive brief instead of may individual ones this is likely to have the opposite dhct Respondents 
should not face my restrictions that petitioners do not face, and *e petitioner can be a p u p  of voters. 
Also under this section, the requiremat for 5 copics is cxccssivc, This is where you should be assisting 
respondents not discouraging them! There is no need to require 5 copies when you have copy machines, 
Any large item (such as a colored map) that is difficult for you to copy will likely be even mote Wicult fw 
a respondent to copy. The digital copy i s  likewise a burden, we suggest this be optional until mom people 
zue technologicaI1y ready for i t  

In section .480, (d) it appears you are doing away with email oommapts. At the same t h e  you want 
cornmantcrs to provide a copy to the city, a request that is likely to disoourage same people from 
commenting. If email is ailwed, it takes little effort to cc the city, and will have less dement &ect on 
commenting than requiring the extra effort of photocopying and mailhg Qr delivering a copy. This extra 
effort seems unnecessary. 

Section 550, (e) would require both sides to provide a list of witnesses. This is a mixed Messing: wbilc 
there is vdue in each si& knowing who the othef is going to call, it atso makes last minute changes 
difEcult. Knowledge of who the opposing witnesses will bc also could lead to intimidation or bribery 
attempts. It might well be better to leave things as they are. 

We are appalled by section .%O, (c), p&ntially mt&ing the time for respondents to speak! YOUT desire 
to do things quickly should not override the need to do things fairly and thoroughly. This would be a 
travesty of justice, unless you equally restrict the petitionem speaking time. 

Your stmdard.9 and regulations treat the whole issue of local government boundaries as strictly a 
government issue. But these questions greatly aiTect people, and the aftectcd p p l e  have every right to have 
a say in &he matter. More attention needs to be paid to the public’s tight to make the decisions that affwt 
them. Government cannot last without the consent of the governed. In order to give their consent people 
have a right to vote, whether you like the r e d m  or not, 

Sincerely, 

Pete Roberts, President 


